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investments. These investments have been shown to increase from balancing experts to 30 controls, and from controls to persons with impaired postural control. Such between-31 subject comparisons led to a proposed direct relation between the regularity of center-of-32 pressure (COP) fluctuations and the amount of attention invested in posture. This study 33 aims to expand this relation to a within-subject comparison of conditions that differ in 34 balance demands. Specifically, more regular COP fluctuations were expected for standing 35 than sitting, as stimulus-response reaction-time studies showed that the required 36 attentional demands are lower for sitting than standing. COP registrations were made for 37 fifteen healthy adults in seated and standing postures. COP regularity was quantified with 38 sample entropy. As expected, COP fluctuations were found to be more regular for 39 standing than sitting, as evidenced by significantly lower sample entropy values. These 40 findings expand the relation between COP regularity and the amount of attention invested 41 in posture to postural tasks that vary in balance demands. An assessment of COP 42 regularity may thus not only be instrumental in the examination of attentional investment 43 in posture in between-subject designs, but also for different postures in within-subjects 44 designs. 45 The control of everyday basic activities like sitting, standing, and walking is typically 51 taken for granted. This is understandable from the fact that underlying control processes 52 are largely autonomous and automatic, controlled without placing a substantial cognitive 53 burden or attentional demand on the controller. Automaticity of control is functional as it 54 allows for simultaneous performance and control of concurrent, commonly more 55 attention-demanding tasks, such as talking to the phone, reading the newspaper, or 56 holding a cup of coffee. Investigations using dual-task paradigms, however, made 57 apparent that the control of abovementioned basic activities is not entirely automatic, but 58 often requires attentional or cognitive resources (see Woollacott & Shumway-Cook, 2002, 59 for a review). Several of those investigations used stimulus-response reaction times to 60 operationalize attentional investment, which typically increased from sitting to standing 61 to walking (e.g., Lajoie, Teasdale, Bard, & Fleury, 1993 , 1996 . The degree of cognitive 62 investment also has been reported to vary with health status and expertise; attentional 63 investment is typically greater for pathological groups than controls (e.g., Brown balance demands required for sitting and standing postures differ considerably in 95 6 mechanical terms, mainly because the center of mass is positioned closer to the base of 96 support when seated (cf. Genthon & Rougier, 2006) . As a consequence, adverse effects 97 of internal or external perturbations are less pronounced in a seated position. Interestingly, 98 numerous stimulus-response reaction-time studies showed that the attentional demand 99 required for controlling a sitting posture is lower than that required for controlling a 100 standing posture (Lajoie et al., 1993 (Lajoie et al., , 1996 
